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AAM Aquifer Avoidance/Minimization Route
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ANSI American National Standards Institute

API American Petroleum Institute

APL Amoco Pipeline Company

ASME American Society of Mechanical Engineers
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BACT Best Available Control Technology
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bpd Barrel(s) per day

bph Barrel(s) per hour

bpy barrel(s) per year
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BEI Biological Exposure Indice

BFzZ Balcones Fault Zone

BLM U.S. Bureau of Land Management

BO Biological Opinion

BS/EACD Barton Springs/Edwards Aquifer Conservation District

BTEX Benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality
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CHARM® Chemical Hazardous Air Release Model
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CO Carbon monoxide

COE US Army Corps of Engineers

Contractor URS (formerly Radian International)
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CP

CWA
DAMQAT
DEM
DOT
DRASTIC

DVMAV
DVECO

EFW
BFZ
EIS

EJ
EPA
EPC
ERP
ERW
ESA

oF
FDWBC
ft

FM
FNSI
FR

FRP
FWS

GAC
GATX

Cathodic protection

Clean Water Act

Damage Prevention Quality Action Team
Digital Elevation Model

US Department of Transportation

D = Depth to ground water; R = (net) Recharge; A = Aquifer
media; S = Soil media; T = Topography (slope); | = Impact of
vadose-zone media; and C = Conductivity (hydraulic) of the
aquifer.

Percent minority population factor
Percent low-income population factor
Environmental Assessment

Electric flash weld

Edwards Aquifer-Balcones Fault Zone
Environmental Impact Statement
Environmental justice

EJ Index

US Environmental Protection Agency
Exxon Pipeline Company

Emergency Response Plan

Electric resistance weld
Environmentally Sensitive Area
Degrees Fahrenheit

Fluor Daniels Williams Brothers Company
Feet

Farm-to-Market

Finding of No Significant Impact
Federal Register

Facility Response Plan

US Fish and Wildlife Service

Gravity

Granular activated carbon

Galena Park, Texas (where pipeline begins)
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GIS Geographic information system

gpm Gallon(s) per minute

HAPs Hazardous air pollutants

HAZMAT Hazardous Material

HAZOPS Hazard and Operability Studies
HAZWOPER Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response
HL&P Houston Lighting & Power

IBWC International Boundary and Water Commission
ICS Incident Command System

ILI In-line inspection

IR Current and resistance

IRA Initial Response Action

ISD Independent School District

1SO International Standards Organization

kg Kilogram(s)

kw/nf Kilowatt per square meter

LAER Lowest Achievable Emission Rate
LCRA Lower Colorado River Authority

LIF Leak Impact Factor

LIMS Longhorn Integrity Management System
LMC Longhorn Mitigation Commitment

LMP Longhorn Mitigation Plan

Longhorn Longhorn Partners Pipeline, L.P.

LPSIP Longhorn Pipeline System Integrity Program
LUFT Leaking Underground Fuel Tank

MAOP Maximum Allowable Operating Pressure
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mg Milligram(s)

mg/L Milligram(s) per liter

MCL Maximum contaminant level

MOC Management of change

MOP Maximum operating pressure

MOV Motor operated valve
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National Contingency Plan

National Environmental Policy Act
National Fire Protection Association
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Natural Resource Damage A ssessment
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Oil Pollution Act of 1990

Office of Pipeline Safety

Operational Reliability Assessment
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Winter Oxygenated Fuels
Programmatic Agreement
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Pollution control measures

Pressure control valve
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REMM Riverine Emergency Management Model
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RVP Reid Vapor Pressure
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SCADA Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition
SCC Stress-corrosion cracking

Volume 4 Responsiveness Summary X November 2000



SEIS
SHPO
SIP
SO2

SPCC
STEL
TAC
THC
THPO
TLV
TNRCC
TNRIS
TPWD
tpy
TRP
TSV
TTTI

TLV-C
TWDB
UDST
USA
USC
UST
USGS
uTsS
UV/IR
vVOC
WES
WilCall
WSRP
Y2K

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
State Historic Preservation Officer

System Integrity Plan

Sulfur dioxide

Statement of Findings

Spill prevention, control and countermeasure
Short-Term Exposure Limit

Texas Administrative Code

Total hydrocarbons

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Threshold Limit Vaue

Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission
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Thermal safety valve
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Texas Water Development Board
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Underground storage tanks
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INTRODUCTION

The US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the US Department of
Transportation (DOT) have completed their review of comments from the public comment
period (October 29, 1999 to January 14, 2000) for the proposed Longhorn Partners Pipeline
project. The proposed project would convert the former Exxon Pipeline Company (EPC)
pipeline transporting crude oil from Crane to Baytown, Texas, combined with new construction
from Crane to El Paso, into a refined petroleum products pipeline transporting fuels from
Houston to El Paso.

The Lead Agencies (EPA and DOT) held six public meetings to receive oral and written
comments on the adequacy of the Environmental Assessment (EA) and preliminary Finding of
No Significant Impact (FNSI). Public meetings were held in Houston, Austin (twice),
Fredericksburg, Bastrop, and El Paso, Texas. The Lead Agencies extended the public review
and comment period to January 14, 2000, beyond the original closing date of November 29,
1999.

EPA organized the meetings and published a notice in the Federal Register with meeting
places, dates, and times. Copies of the EA and the meeting notices were provided to
congressional offices in Washington, D.C. and distributed to the County Clerk in each county the
pipeline crosses as well as to all the officials, agencies, groups, and individuals on the NEPA
project mailing list. Both EPA and DOT published the meeting notice on their Internet web sites
and distributed over 200 copies to citizens, local/state/federal agencies, and tribes with a stated
interest in the project. In addition, a press advisory was issued to the media with meeting notice
information.

The format for the public meetings was designed to provide a compromise between the
need of afew to explain at length and the need of many to be heard; therefore, ora comments
were limited to three minutes. The format was consistent in all venues so that all communities
were treated equally.

Attendance at all six public meetings included elected local and federal officials or their
representatives, interested parties including residents and businesses, environmental
organizations, and members of the news media. Estimated attendance at each of the six public
meetings are as follows:
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Houston - November 9, 1999 80

Austin - November 16, 1999 1,000
Fredericksburg - November 17, 1999 100
Bastrop - November 18, 1999 100
El Paso - November 22, 1999 250
Austin - January 10, 2000 2,000

The Lead Agencies also received over 6,000 cards, letters, and electronic-mail (e-mail)
messages representing a wide range of comments on the proposed project and its aternatives, the
predicted impacts, and the decision-making process.

All written statements received, and oral comments made at the public meetings, were
reviewed and divided into three basic groups. One group included personal opinions expressed
as form letters, cards, and e-mail messages, in opposition to or support of the proposed project.
The second group included conclusory personal opinions or questions not germane to the
EA/FNSI. The mgjority of comments received were in these first two groups and did not require
individual written responses. The third group included substantive comments on the EA/FNSI.
In the following pages, EPA and DOT provide responses to these comments. The comments are
paraphrased and combined as appropriate to include all similar comments. The responses are
organized by topic under the nine sections corresponding with each of the nine EA chapters. A
tenth section contains miscellaneous comments that do not fit well into any EA chapter
categorization.

Based on these comments, additional baseline information was developed (e.g., inventory
of wetlands), additional analyses were conducted (e.g., more modeling of surface water impacts
from spills of the Highland Lakes), and additional mitigation measures were developed (e.g.,
elimination of MTBE from the gasoline shipped by the Longhorn pipeline).

This Responsiveness Summary (RS) contains comments and responses. Nine appendices
provide additional details.

"M eeting closed due to overcrowding prior to receipt of public input.
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1.0 COMMENTSAND RESPONSESRELATED TO CHAPTER 1
“INTRODUCTION”

1.1 APPROPRIATENESSOF THIRD-PARTY EA APPROACH

1.1.1 Comment

Several commentors raised questions regarding the “third-party EA approach”—the role
of the EA contractor, the Lead Agencies, and Longhorn Partners Pipeline, L.P. (Longhorn) in the
preparation of the EA. Some of the commentors stated that Longhorn’s role in funding for the
EA gave Longhorn undue influence in the EA preparation.

Response

Third-party approach. Under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969
Environmental Assessments (EAS) and Environmenta Impact Statements (EISs) are generally
the responsibility of the federal agency that has lega jurisdiction and expertise in the proposed
action. At times, the federal responsibility/expertise is split to the extent that the conduct of the
NEPA process involves more than one Lead Agency. Pursuant to the Settlement Agreement, this
EA was prepared by joint Lead Agencies. The US Department of Transportation (DOT) has
regulatory authority and technical expertise over the operation of the Longhorn Pipeline System,
and the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has expertise in NEPA and potential
environmental impacts.

In the third-party approach, the Lead Agency selects an environmental contractor to assist
with the technical analyses and to prepare drafts of the NEPA document. When the project
proponent is a private enterprise, it is common for the Lead Agency to require the project
proponent—in this case, Longhorn—to fund the technical analysis performed by the contractor.
This process is specifically authorized in NEPA regulations at 40 CFR 81506.5(c). Because of
agency staff and budget limitations, the third-party concept puts the cost burden on the project
proponent while ensuring that the study direction and decision-making remains solely in the
control of the federal government.

EPA and DOT involvement. Under the NEPA third-party approach, the Lead Agency
directs the preparation of the document, which is the product of the Agency. EPA and DOT
(Lead Agencies) selected URS Radian as the EA contractor (Contractor) because of its
experience and expertise in both DOT pipeline risk assessments and NEPA projects.
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As required by the Settlement Agreement, the Lead Agencies conducted a public meeting
in Austin on March 28, 1999 to gather information and hear concerns from the public and
various groups opposed to the pipeline. Although not required by the Settlement Agreement, the
Lead Agencies issued a detailed work plan for the EA to which there were detailed written
comments. The meeting and work plan comments were helpful in gaining a better understanding
of public concerns and issues associated with the EA.

The Lead Agencies directed the details of the study and the EA process. In a series of
one- and two-day meetings held in Dallas at the EPA office, in Houston at the DOT office, and
in Augtin at the Radian office, Lead Agency staff met to review and modify the work plan for the
EA and, over the course of several months, each chapter of the EA. There were severa iterations
of the chapter drafts and substantial interaction between Lead Agencies and Radian through
almost daily telephone contact between meetings. Project communications were carefully
controlled by the Lead Agencies, so that no outside parties (including Longhorn) had undue
influence on the technical work performed. Decision-making (e.g., EA conclusions) was
performed solely by the Lead Agencies. EPA and DOT staffs have spent thousands of hours
reviewing contractor work products and interacting with the public and various interested parties.

Longhorn’'s Role. The Lead Agencies established a communications protocol in a
memorandum of agreement between the Lead Agencies, Longhorn, and Radian that defined a
process to ensure that Longhorn’s role as the funding source of the work and as a primary source
of information about the pipeline system did not unduly influence the EA. Contact between
Radian and Longhorn was only allowed for purposes of obtaining technical data on the system
and for administering Radian’s and Longhorn’s contract and budgetary changes for the work. As
an example, Longhorn was not provided a copy of the draft EA until it was printed and available
for public distribution.

The most intense communication between Longhorn and the Lead Agencies and Radian
occurred during the preparation of the mitigation measures. The Lead Agencies prepared a
general set of objectives and quantitative goals based on risk modeling that the mitigation
measures should accomplish in order to reduce the probability of (and improve the response to)
spillsto alevel of insignificance. These objectives and goals were presented to Longhorn on
August 5, 1999 and to the Plaintiffs on August 10, 1999. Those attending the August 10 meeting
included the staff, attorneys, and consultants for each of the following: the City of Austin, the
Lower Colorado River Authority, the Barton Springs/Edwards Aquifer Conservation District,
and the individual private plaintiffs. The purpose of these presentations was to inform both
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Longhorn and the Plaintiffs of the direction that the study was taking and the Lead Agencies
views regarding mitigation.

Following the presentation, Longhorn and its contractors began to develop a detailed plan
for implementing each of the mitigation measures that the Lead Agencies had developed. This
Longhorn Mitigation Plan (LMP), located in Appendix 9C in Volume 2 and al of Volume 3in
the draft EA went through five iterations before its publication in the draft EA.

Based on public input and further analysis, the LMP has been further amended and is
contained in Appendix 9C of the final EA.

1.2 LONGHORN AND L EAD AGENCY INVOLVEMENT IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
1.2.1 Comment

A few commentors stated that Longhorn had undue influence on the outcome of the study
because it supplied the data upon which much of the analysisis based. A commentor stated that
the EA contractor should have conducted, or at least participated in, the pipeline testing that was
done to address pipeline integrity.

Response

Many volumes of data logs, inspection results, analyses, and reports were provided by
Longhorn, Williams Energy Services (WES), and Exxon Pipeline Company (EPC) and are
available for public review in the project “reading room” in Radian’s Austin office. These
documents include results from the most recent in-line inspections (IL1), hydrostatic pressure
testing, cathodic protection surveys, and other inspections. The “raw data” as well as the final
reports from these inspections were reviewed by the Contractor for use in the EA, and sometimes
by additional independent reviewers.

1.2.2 Comment

Similarly, a commentor questioned Longhorn’s role in providing technical data, including
inspection results, and questioned the Contractor’s and Lead Agencies role in accepting these
results rather than conducting their own independent testing and inspections.

Response

In assessing the pipeline integrity, the Lead Agencies did not repeat such inspections for
the following reasons:
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Use of well-documented, recent inspections, even if conducted by the company being
audited, is awell-established protocol in regulatory auditing.

Although funded by Longhorn, specialized, independent, and often “certified” third-
party pipeline test companies often prepared inspections. There is no reason to
suspect that such professional companies would not produce fair and unbiased
reports, and many legal and ethical reasons why they would produce only such
reports.

Additional tests and inspections are to be done prior to startup and immediately after
startup to verify pipeline integrity, independent of previous inspections.

As ameans of “spot checking” several aspects of the pipeline condition, the
Contractor also